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PER CURI AM

Bar bara Hanpton appeals her conviction and fifty-nonth
sentence following her guilty plea to conspiracy to possess with
intent to distribute 100 grans or nore of heroin, in violation of
21 U.S.C. 88 841, 846 (2000). Counsel has filed a brief pursuant

to Anders v. California, 386 U S. 738 (1967), in which she asserts

that there are no non-frivolous clains for appeal, but questions
whet her the district court shoul d have i nposed a | esser sentence or
given credit for tinme served. Hanpton was notified of her
opportunity to file a pro se supplenental brief but has not done
so.

Because Hanpton received a sentence below the statutory
m nimum we find her challenge to be without nerit. She has not
argued, and cannot establish, a Sixth Anendnent error at

sentencing. See United States v. Booker, Uus , 125 S C. 738

(2005); United States v. White, 405 F.3d 208, 220 (4th Cr. 2005).

Mor eover, she has pointed to no fact or law to suggest that the
sentence inposed was inproper or unreasonable. Accordi ngly, we
affirmthe judgnent of the district court.

I n accordance with Anders, we have reviewed the entire
record and have found no neritorious issues for appeal. This court
requires that counsel informher client, in witing, of her right
to petition the Suprene Court of the United States for further

revi ew. If the client requests that a petition be filed, but



counsel believes that such a petition would be frivolous, then
counsel nmay nove in this court for leave to wthdraw from
representation. Counsel’s notion nust state that a copy thereof
was served on the client. W dispense with oral argunent because
the facts and |legal contentions are adequately presented in the
materials before the court and argument would not aid the

deci si onal process.
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